REM \ RKS/A RG I MOTS 

the present Amendment is m response to the Office Action having J mailing date of 
l : ebnwrj 23, 2006. Claims ] -2 1 . 23, and 24 are pending in the presort Application. Applicant has 
amended viasms I - 10 and 23. Con^equemh , claims 1-21. 23, and 24 remain pending in me present 
Application. 

Applicant has amended claims 1-10 and 23 to remove alphanumeric designation of the 
steps, applicant has also amended claim 1 to recite a predetermined'" load in lieu of a "paitieuhr" 
load. Accordingly, Applicant respeetfi'Hy submits that no new nutter is added. 

hi the above-identified Office Action, the Examiner stated that claims 1 -21 . 23, and 24 arc 
subject to a restriction requirement under 35 U.S.C. § J 21. In particular, the 1 Aamincr required 
restriction to ckmns 1-10 and 23 or 11-21 and 24. Applicant hereb\ elects claims i- 10 and 23. 
•with traverse. 

In the above-identified Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 1 and 1 1 under 15 
U.S.C. § 112 second paragraph. In particular, the lAaminer Sound the expression "when a 
particular load on the automatic transmission system increases b> a particular amount within a 
particular time , . indefinite, fhe Examiner charaeteii/eu the expression as requiring a 
solution lo a problem having three unknown \ariable. 

Applicant respeetfulh traverses the Examiner's rejection. Claim 1 recites a method that 
includes determining that transmission performance is improxable when a predetermined load on 
the atstomaUe transmission svstem increases b> a particular amount within a particular amount of 
time. In response, the shift threshold ( the load at which the transmission automatically shifts the 
war) ma> be adjusted. Thus, the performance of the system is imptoveil ami shifting ma\ he 

so 
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smoother, gas mileage .improved, and ww and tear on the automatic transmission reduced. 
Specification, page 7. lines 10-13. 

1 hus. claim i recites that a known load increases by a certain amount vvilhin a certain time. 
Stated diflerently, claim i recites a specific criterion lor dcternuninj.' whether the performance oi 
the ;runsmksion is improvable. This specific criterion is a rate of change of the load {an increase of 
at least a certam amount within a certain lime) thai exceeds some threshold (the particular amount 
over the particular umc) Moreover. Applicant respectfully submits that the recitation in claim I, 
even without the amendment, ->s »»ot a three vinablo pioHem insleaa. it enn be reduced to 
determining the rate of change of the h>ad of interest. Consequent!). Applicant wnoetmllv submits 
that claim ! i.s clear and definite. 

Claims 3 and 7-1U depend u^on independent claim 1 . Consequently, the arguments heieiu 
apph with full force to d.ihm 3 and 7-10. Accordhsdv, Applicant respectfully submits that 
claims I and 3-10 are allowable as current!} presented. Moreover, as the Pxaminei did not 
tnd.cate specific reasons tor rejecting claims 2 and 23. Applicant lespeetfulK submit-- that claims 
I- 10 and 23 are allowable as current!)- presented. 
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Applicants attorney beliows thai this application is in condition for allowance. Should 
any unresolved issues remain. 1 xjminer is invited to call Vpplicanf s attorney at the telephone 
number indicated bckns. 

Res pec i f u 1 1 y s u bm i t tea . 
SAWYLR LAW GROUP LLP 
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